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Comment on the introduction of the term ‘pragmatype’ and on the role of the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

(See BZN44: 156-157) 

G. Hahn 

Fachbereich Geowissenschaften, Universitats Lahnberge, 355 Marburg (Lahn), 

IV. Germany 

I absolutely disagree with the introduction of ‘pragmatypes’ as proposed by Disney 
& Erzinclioglu. The door would be wide open for nomenclatural instability, at least 
in palaeontology. All palaeontological types are incomplete specimens; if anyone 
who found a better preserved specimen were to promote it to a ‘pragmatype’, very 
soon every specialist would have his own types. Therefore the proposal to introduce 
pragmatypes is a very bad one and should be rejected. 

Drs Disney and Erzinclioglu have apparently a completely wrong idea about the 
business of the ICZN. By authority of the International Congresses of Zoology the 
ICZN was instructed to elaborate rules of zoological nomenclature, not only advice. 
These rules should be followed by all zoologists as long as they are in use. If everybody 
were to interpret the rules in his own way, it would be better to stop the work of the 
Commission and save money! 



Pragmatypes and the role of the Commission: a reply to Dr P. K. Tubbs 
(See BZN44: 156-157 and 158-159). 

R. H. L. Disney & Y. Z. Erzinclioglu 

University Department of Zoology, Downing Street, Cambridge, CB2 3EJ, U.K. 

We have read with interest Dr Tubbs’ reply to our article on the role of the ICZN. We 
would like to reply in turn. 

Regarding the comments of Dr Tubbs on our listing of various subterfuges, used by 
some taxonomists endeavouring to circumvent the problems posed by ‘nuisance’ type 
specimens, we would suggest that the adoption of the pragmatype concept would 
remove any temptation to practise such subterfuges. 

In responding to the other points raised by Dr Tubbs we will refer to his numbered 
paragraphs (BZN 44: 158-159): 

(1) We agree that the Commission is not empowered to prevent taxonomists from 
publishing the results of their work in the manner acceptable to themselves (and to 
editors of journals!). This view evidently contradicts that expressed in the same 
paragraph in which Dr Tubbs argues that any setting aside of earlier types ‘should be 
done not by an individual but only by the Commission . . .’ [our italics]. 

(2) Article 75(a) gives the generally accepted definition of a neotype (a type 
designated when the original is thought to be lost or destroyed). As previously 
pointed out (Disney, 1 987), this definition is contradicted by Recommendation 75E. 
We remain convinced that the conceptual distinction between a neotype (sensu 

stricto) and a pragmatype is useful in practice. We regret that Dr Tubbs refrained 
from addressing this contention, but instead merely reiterated the provisions of 
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Recommendation 75E — the very recommendation at issue. In the absence of a 
reasoned defence of 75E we will continue to assume there is no rational defence. As we 
read 75E it seems to us to be an example of the mutually contradictory parts of a Code 
which has made it a document that can be used, by selective quotation, to support any 
position (like the Pentateuch in the hands of a Creationist!). 

(3) Dr Tubbs expresses a fear that departure from the Code would open the flood- 
gates to chaos. We contend that rigid adherence to the Code is manifestly causing 
some degree of chaos. It certainly causes misunderstanding. Dr T ubbs denies that the 
Code includes ‘mandatory’ recommendations. However the word ‘mandatory’ is 
very much part of the Code (e.g. Articles 19(b) and 36(a)). We are also told the Code 
is a set of recommendations. The implication is that some of these are mandatory. It 
is certainly interpreted this way by experienced taxonomists (e.g. Pont, 1986). 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of Chelifer Geoffroy, 1762 (Arachnida, 
Pseudoscorpionida) 

(Case 2478; see BZN 44: 1 88-189) 

1. M. Kerzhner 

Zoological Institute, Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R., Leningrad 199034, 

U.S.S.R. 

I support M. S. Harvey’s proposal for the conservation of Chelifer Geoffroy, 1 762. 1 
have already suggested this in my large paper on Geoff roy’s (1762) generic names sent 
to the Commission in October 1978 (Case 2292), but which has not yet been published. 

Two corrections not affecting the essence of Harvey’s proposal should be made. As 
Fabricius (1775, p. 400) under Scorpio cancroides refers to Acarus cancroides 
Linnaeus, 1 758 in the 12th edition of Systema Naturae (where the species was placed in 
Phalangium) and in the 2nd edition of Fauna Svecica (‘Linn. Syst. Nat. II, 1028. 4. Fn. 
Sv. 1968’) it is clear that Scorpio cancroides is merely a new combination, not a new 
specific name established by Fabricius. Latreille (1810) cited many type species in 
combinations first used by Fabricius. In such cases he did not indicate the original 
authors of specific names, but simply gave Fabricius as the author of a combination; 
this practice was common in Latreille's time. Hence the end of Proposal (2) on BZN 44: 
189 should be ‘type species by subsequent designation of Latreille (1810) Scorpio 
cancroides ( = Acarus cancroides Linnaeus, 1758)’. The correct authorship and date 
for obisiidae is Sundevall (1833, p. 33, as ‘Obisides’); since it has not had general 
acceptance this family name is rejected under Art. 40b. 
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